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Abstract — The adoption of the Value for Money (VfM) 
concept in Public Private Partnership (PPP) for the delivery of 
infrastructure projects is facing immense criticisms, with 
issues relating to the VfM concept in PPP being often blurred 
in terms of clearly outlining its inherent advantages as to the 
adoption of PPP over traditional infrastructure procurement 
approaches.  This research paper attempts to address the lack 
of a clear evaluative rationale to aid decision making for the 
adoption of the most appropriate PPP option for achieving 
established VfM objectives of a particular project. A 
comprehensive evaluative matrix is designed based on 
extensive literature review with respect to the relevant VfM 
measures embedded within particular PPP infrastructure 
projects that is most aligned with the established specific 
infrastructure project objectives. This evaluation phase can be 
framed within the early stages of current established 
conceptual frameworks of PPP infrastructure projects for the 
successful delivery of PPP projects. The significance of this 
PPP option pathfinder approach is aimed at getting it right the 
first time and to avoid the scenario of having to rework PPP 
contractual requirements to fit with unstructured decision 
making leading to mismatched choices on PPP options. 
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   INTRODUCTION  
 
Public Private Partnerships (PPP’s) are contractual 
relationships between the public and private sectors in 
infrastructure development. PPP  is defined  as ‘a cooperative 
venture between the public and private sectors, built on the 
expertise of each partner that best meets clearly defined public 
needs through the appropriate allocation of resources, risks 
and rewards’ [1]. The whole concept behind the PPP 
collaborative form of partnership in the delivery of 
infrastructure projects is primarily based on the government 
sectors desire to resolve financial constraints in the provision 
of public facilities and services by leveraging on the private 
sector management skills, expertise and innovation in order to 
increase the efficiency, effectiveness and quality of facilities 
and services delivery [2].    
 PPP can be described as a form of procuring public 
infrastructure which has evolved to solve infrastructural 
deficits. It is a system which is primarily aimed at achieving 
the best output possible by pulling together and mobilizing of 
funds, technologies, managerial skills, operational efficiencies 
and facilitating innovations that exists in the private sector [3, 
4]. Basically, this is achieved by the transfer of the risks and 
responsibilities that are being associated with the provision of 
such infrastructure to the private sector. PPP provides a means 
of collaboration between the public and private sector in order 
to pursue common goals of providing infrastructural facilities, 
while taking advantage of the resources, strengths, 
competencies and capabilities that do exist in the public and 
private sectors [5]. 
PPP offers several advantages as a means of procuring public 
infrastructure [6], which includes: 
a) The achievement and maintenance of a balanced risk 
return structure as a result of the private sector 
participation in the provision of such public 
infrastructure, thereby utilizing the private sector 
capability of providing effective services.  
  
b) As the private sector is known to possess better 
mobility than the public sector, it offers cost savings 
in projects in such aspects as planning, design, 
construction and eventually the operation. 
Furthermore, the private sector offers additional 
advantages of mitigating and relieving all the 
bureaucracies and administrative burden that is 
associated with public’s provision of infrastructural 
facilities and services. 
 
c) The private sector participation in providing 
infrastructures relieves the government of the huge 
financial burden that is associated with large scale 
infrastructure projects, as the government is known to 
be lacking in providing such huge resources that are 
required in the provision of such projects. 
 
In the PPP form of delivering infrastructure, value for money 
(VfM) is considered a pivotal requirement in adopting the 
innovative partnership collaboration to deliver the needed 
infrastructure [7, 8].  VfM in a procurement context is defined 
as  “using resources effectively, economically, and without 
waste, with due regard for the total costs and benefits of an 
arrangement, and its contribution to the outcomes the entity is 
trying to achieve’’ [9]. 
VfM has been previously described as the optimum 
combination of whole-of-life costs and quality (or fitness for 
purpose) of the good or service to meet the user’s requirement 
[2]. The term whole-of-life is used to refer to the lifecycle of 
the good or service. VfM is not the choice of goods and 
services based on the lowest cost bid,  but rather the best 
possible outcome for the total cost of ownership (or whole-of-
life cost).  
The PPP as a procurement option offers greater advantage in 
the premise of delivering better VfM , [10] considered ‘’better 
value for money’’ as the greatest positive factor for adopting 
the PPP for delivering infrastructure projects. PPP projects 
enable public services to be delivered in a more ‘’value for 
money way’’ by making optimal use of the expertise of both 
the public and private sectors, resources and innovation to 
meet public needs effectively and efficiently to the ultimate 
benefit of the end users [11].  
 
But however, the use of the VfM with respect to the PPP in 
the delivery of infrastructure projects is facing lots of 
criticisms. Even though VfM is considered to be the 
overriding criteria in the choice between using a PPP or 
traditional procurement, the use of the VfM in making such 
choice is very often non explicit in practice. More specifically, 
the choice of using a PPP option is often influenced by factors 
other than VfM [12]. Moreover, in most PPP markets, it is not 
sufficiently clear how the VfM concept is incorporated in the 
assessment framework for adopting the PPP option to deliver 
their infrastructure projects [13]. The implementation of PPP 
in both the developed and emerging practice, as an 
infrastructure delivery option, has been an issue with respect 
to the achievement of the VfM objective, as the required VfM 
objectives for achieving the end user’s expectation in the 
procurement approach have often not been adequately met 
[14,15]. 
 
Various studies have been conducted with respect to the VfM 
implementation and evaluation for PPP infrastructure projects. 
A comprehensive study has been conducted on how the 
achievement of VfM objectives in PPP projects can be 
assessed, through the identification of the Key Performance 
Indicators (KPI) required for the evaluation of VfM objectives 
in PPP projects [16]. Whilst, a survey research has been 
undertaken to identify the measures that enhance VfM in PPP 
projects in Hong Kong, where eighteen VfM measures in PPP 
projects were identified [16]. One other significant study was 
carried out to investigate VfM drivers in PPP schemes [18]. 
However, [12] in their survey research explored the VfM 
requirements with respect to the PPP form of project delivery 
and the conventional project delivery option,  that is the 
traditional procurement approach.   
One other study proposed a framework for the assessment of 
the cost and value relationships of the delivery of a project 
using the PPP approach as compared to the traditional 
procurement delivery [13],that is by the adoption of the public 
sector comparator evaluation criteria for delivering VfM 
objectives.  
Given the fact there exists various PPP options that can be 
adopted to deliver PPP projects, this study which is based on a 
review of previous literature, was initiated as a result of the 
paucity of any prior studies which looked into valid criteria 
used to determine the adoption of the most appropriate PPP 
option to deliver the required VfM objectives.  
Currently, PPP stakeholders, most prominently, the private 
sector body in the form of the Special Purpose Vehicle (SPV) 
does not place emphasis on the criteria necessary to determine 
which PPP option are best suited to deliver the required 
project specific VfM objectives. Hence, there is a lack of 
clarity and a definitive structured method of selecting the most 
appropriate PPP option in order to deliver the project specific 
VfM objectives; Based on evaluative analysis of the varying 
types of PPP options to deliver projects, it is evident that each 
of them possess differing features in terms of the key aspect 
that characterizes the PPP form of project delivery. This study 
suggests that certain factors need to be considered in order to 
determine the most appropriate PPP option that can deliver the 
project specific VfM objectives most effectively. Therefore an 
attempt is made here to structure a decision tool based on 
rational choice that can serve to support decision making 
based on clear identification and evaluation of such criteria. 
This tool is expected to serve as clear guideline for the SPV‘s 
and also the PPP project stakeholders in general towards 
adopting the most viable ‘VfM objective’- oriented PPP 
option , thereby providing the basis to structure the SPV that is 
consistently aligned to effectively deliver PPP projects to meet 
stakeholder needs.  
 
VALUE FOR MONEY (VfM) OBJECTIVE IN PPP 
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS 
VfM is described as striking the best balance between the 
“three E’s” with respect to the delivery of a project, these 
includes economy, efficiency and effectiveness [20];  these 
parameters are in line with the PPP ideology of leveraging on 
the private sector’s inherent advantages in terms of efficiency, 
innovation and competitiveness. PPP initiatives are about 
public and private sectors collaborative initiatives that 
encourage commercial investment in the provision of desired 
infrastructure facilities and services, by which this is achieved 
by the apportionment of risks between the parties considered 
in better position to manage them with the sole aim of VfM 
[20].  
The main driving force behind the adoption of the PPP to 
deliver infrastructure projects is the need to achieve VfM. 
Thus, PPP as a procurement option allows risks to be 
transferred from the public to the private sector on the premise 
that such risk apportionment is to result in enhancing the 
achievement of VfM with respect to the project [21,22] . From 
these, it is apparent that currently the drive to use PPP’s to 
deliver infrastructure projects is increasingly premised on the 
pursuit of the VfM objectives associated with the project 
which thereby makes the VfM concept extremely important in 
determining whether a project is to be delivered using the PPP 
approach; and moreover which of the various PPP options is 
best suited to deliver the required VfM objective with respect 
to the proposed infrastructure project. 
 
FORMS OF PPP FOR DELIVERING INFRASTRUCTURE 
PROJECTS 
 PPP refers to a contractual agreement between a government 
agency which is reffered to as the host and the private sector 
entity in the form of Special Purpose Vehicle (SPV) to provide 
the basis which allows for a greater and all inclusive private 
sector participation in the execution and subsequent 
management of public infrastructure projects and services in 
the form of a concessioning contract [23]. 
PPP in the delivery of infrastructure projects is known to 
characterize itself in different forms and types, but with an 
underlying basic feature as a form of collaboration between 
the public and private sectors where they join forces together 
by potentializing the strenghts that does exist in the two 
sectors to deliver the required infrastructure  projects and 
services. Many forms of PPP are being practiced globally, and 
in some situations the name the practice carries differs from 
one country to another and also in some cases having some 
major differences in the approach. This all depends on the 
country’s specific set of laws and regulations governing the 
practice and procedure of the innovative form of partnership 
[17]. It has been identified that within the various forms of 
PPP that are implemented, the differing models of the 
partnership between the public and private sectors do mainly 
vary with respect to the following features [24]:  
• Ownership of capital assets;  
• Financial responsibility for investment;  
• Operation and maintenance responsibility;  
  and, 
• Duration of contract. 
 
With regards to the above description of the factors that 
differentiate the various PPP models, the colloborative form of 
partnership between the public and private sectors can be 
generally classified into six broad categories. This is done 
basically  with reference to the general sense of the private 
sector’s increased involvement; and also the level of risk 
apportionmant and responsibility. These six broad categories 
are discussed below: 
a) Build – Own – Operate – Transfer (BOOT) : This 
form of the private sector participation in the delivery 
of infrastructure facilities and services involves the 
public sector i.e the government going into a form of  
franchise agreement with the private sector through 
the SPV in order to finance, design, build and 
subsequently own and operate the built facility for an 
agreed duration after which then the transfer aspect 
of the collaboration comes into effect by having the 
facility in operation being transfered back to the 
government [25]. 
 
b) Build – Own – Operate (BOO) : This category of 
PPP involves the private sector being responsible for 
the financing, designing, constructing and the 
eventual  operation of the infrastructure project, but 
then the private sector goes on to retain the 
ownership of the completed facility in perpetuity [26, 
27]. 
 
c)  Design-Build-Finance-Operate/Maintain 
(DBFO/DBFM or DBFOM): This is an all-
encompassing means of private participation of the 
provision of infrastructural projects where the private 
sector is responsible for the finance, design, 
construction, operation, and maintenance of the 
infrastructural project [28].  
d) Build –Transfer (BT): This PPP form involves the 
public sector entering into a contract with the private 
sector to design and then build the required project in 
accordance to the set requirements and objectives 
agreed by the procuring body i.e the government and 
also the end users [23]. This PPP model has a direct 
semblance to the Design and Build (D&B) form of 
project procurement, where one entity or consortium 
is contractually responsible for both the design and 
construction of a project [29, 30].  
e)  Build – Operate – Transfer (BOT): This involves 
the private sector being responsible for the finance, 
design, construction, operation and maintenance of a 
project for a concession period, by which then at the 
end of the period, the asset is  transferred to the 
government, often at no cost  [26]. 
f) Build – Lease – Transfer (BLT): This model is very 
much similar to the BOT form of PPP, only that the 
BLT is based primarily on the proponent of the lease 
option, as such that the completed facility is leased to 
and subsequently managed by the public authorities 
upon its completion up till that period when the lease 
conditions had been fulfilled by the public 
authorities. On completion of the lease period,  the 
full ownership of the project is finally transfered back 
to tthe public authority, usually free of any additional 
charges or expenses [23].  
TABLE 1: PORTFOLIO OF THE CORE RESPONSIBILITIES 
FOR THE VARIOUS PPP OPTIONS 
   
Adopted from [References 31, 32, 33, 34] 
 
TABLE 2: VfM OBJECTIVES FOR PPP INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS 
VfM objectives for PPP infrastructure projects 
Competitive tender 
Efficient risk allocation (allocating the risk to the party best able to 
manage it) 
Risk transfer (transferring a substantial amount of risk from the 
public to the private) 
Long-term nature of contracts 
Improved and additional facilities to the public sector 
Private management skill 
Private sector technical innovation 
Optimal use of asset/facility and project efficiency 
Early project service delivery 
Low-project life cycle cost 
Low tariffs/tolls 
Level of tangible and intangible benefits to the users 
Environmental consideration 
Profitability to the private sector 
‘’Off the public sector balance sheet” treatment 
Reduction in disputes, claims and litigation 
Nature of financial innovation 
 
        Source: Reference [35] 
 
The table 2 above identifies the VfM objectives for PPP 
infrastructure projects based on the studies conducted by [35]. 
The table describes the VfM objectives in PPP in an all-
encompassing context, as it tends to cover key aspects that the 
PPP form of infrastructure projects entails, from project 
inception to implementation, and ultimately describing what 
the stakeholders in PPP seek to achieve in relation to their 
VfM needs in the project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     Figure 1. Methodological flow of the study 
 
The above figure describes the methodological approach 
adopted in the study to achieve the intended objectives. 
Firstly, the portfolio of the core responsibilities for the PPP 
options are to be determined where each of the PPP options 
are described with respect to their core features that 
distiguishes their operations in terms of ownership, 
conceivement, operation and mantainance and financial 
responsibility. Then, the VfM objectives for the PPP projects 
are identified, where the underlying VfM advantages that the 
PPP form of project delivery seeks to achieve are clearly 
enumerated.  
The PPP option selection criteria evaluation for delivering 
project specific VfM objectives for PPP infrastructure projects 
has been developed based on a logical mapping procedure. 
The established generic VfM objectives of PPP projects 
identified through extensive literature review are matched with 
the various PPP forms in terms of the project specific VfM 
objectives. 
TABLE 3: PPP RATIONALITY DOMAIN IN TERMS OF VfM 
VfM objectives for PPP 
infrastructure projects 
PPP options 
 
Competitive tender All 
Efficient risk allocation and transfer All
Long-term nature of contracts Boot, Boo, Dbfo/Dbfm/Dbfom,Bot, 
Blt
Improved and additional facilities to the 
public sector 
All
Private management skill Boot, Boo, Dbfo/Dbfm/Dbfom,Bot, 
Blt
Private sector technical innovation All
Optimal use of asset/facility and project 
efficiency 
Boot, Boo, Dbfo/Dbfm/Dbfom,Bot, 
Blt
Early project service delivery All
Low-project life cycle cost 
 
Boot, Boo, Dbfo/Dbfm/Dbfom,Bot, 
Blt
Low tariffs/tolls Boot, Boo, Dbfo/Dbfm/Dbfom,Bot, 
Blt
Tangible and intangible benefits to the 
users 
All
Environmental consideration All
Profitability to the private sector All
‘’Off the public sector balance sheet” 
treatment 
Boot, Boo, Dbfo/Dbfm/Dbfom,Bot, 
Blt
Reduction in disputes, claims and 
litigation 
All
Financial innovation Boot, Boo, Dbfo/Dbfm/Dbfom,Bot, 
Blt
PPP options Own Conceive Operation & 
Maintenance 
Financial 
Responsibility 
Build – Own – 
Operate – 
Transfer (BOOT) 
Public Public or 
Private 
Private by 
concession 
Private 
Build – Own – 
Operate (BOO) 
Private Public or 
Private 
Private by fee 
contract 
Private 
Design-Build-
Finance-
Operate/Maintain 
(DBFO/DBFM 
or DBFOM): 
Private Public or 
Private 
Private by fee 
contract 
Private 
Build –Transfer 
(BT): 
Public Public or 
Private 
No operation 
required 
Public 
Build – Operate 
– Transfer (BOT) 
Public Public or 
Private 
Private by 
concession 
Private 
Build – Lease – 
Transfer (BLT) 
Public Public or 
Private 
Private by fee 
contract 
Private 
Portfolio of 
core 
responsibilities 
for PPP 
options 
 
VfM 
objectives 
for PPP 
 
PPP 
rationality 
domain in 
terms of 
VfM 
Effective 
adoption of 
PPP options 
to deliver 
Project 
specific VfM 
objectives 
Note: In table 3, the term ‘’all’’ refers to the six PPP options being 
referred to in this study. 
 
RESEARCH ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION  
 
The individual VfM objectives as described in table 2 were 
matched to the characteristics of all the six major existing PPP 
procurement options, and the final mapping is displayed in 
Table 3.               
The Table 3 above shows the PPP options categorization 
according to the VfM objectives for effective PPP 
infrastructure project delivery. The table describes in detail 
which each of the VfM objectives matches up with the 
appropriate PPP option for the effective delivery of PPP 
infrastructure projects.              
The criteria which was adopted in the categorization were the 
main aspects which constitute the PPP form of infrastructure 
delivery and which also distinguishes it from the other 
convential forms of delivering infrastructure projects.  
These criteria include:  
• Project ownership; 
• Project conceivement; 
• Project operation & mantainance; 
And lastly, 
• Project financial responsibility. 
From the table, it is clear that the majority of the VfM 
objectives are embedded in most of the PPP options, except 
for the generic VfM measures of : (i) Long-term nature of 
contracts (ii) Private management skill (iii) Optimal use of 
asset/facility and project efficiency (iv) Low-project life cycle 
cost (v) Low tariffs/tolls (vi) ‘’Off the public sector balance 
sheet” treatment, and (vii) Financial innovation. 
From the categorization table, it can be noted that such VfM 
objectives as Competitive tender,  Profitability to the private 
sector , Efficient risk allocation and transfer, Improved and 
additional facilities to the public sector, Private sector 
technical innovation,  Early project service delivery,  Tangible 
and intangible benefits to the users, Environmental 
consideration and Reduction in disputes, claims and litigation 
matches up with all the PPP options for the delivery of 
infrastructure projects. The reason for this is that these are 
underlying basic features of the PPP which are embedded in 
all the forms of the infrastructure delivery approach. Whereas 
the VfM objectives as Long-term nature of contracts, Optimal 
use of asset/facility and project efficiency, Low tariffs/tolls, 
and Financial innovation , Off the public sector balance sheet 
treatment, long term contractual obligation, Low-project life 
cycle cost and Private management skill are possessed in 
certain PPP options which includes B-O-T, B-O-O,                 
D-B-F-O/D-B-F-M/D-B-F-O-M, B-O-T and B-L-T. The 
reason why these VfM objectives are related to such PPP 
options is that they do possess the  operation aspect of the 
procurement approach, where the project operation 
responsibilities in the infrastructure delivery lies with the 
private sector organizations through the SPV during the 
concession period as agreed by the project parties, i.e the 
public and private sectors. 
In this latter form of the PPP options categorization, it is the     
B - T form of PPP that is excluded, this is due to the fact that 
the B - T does not involve the operation aspect, as it is just 
considered like a form of a project delivery approach, similar 
to the D&B procurement approach, where it is described as a 
procurement method where one entity or consortium is 
contractually responsible for both the design and construction 
of a project thereby primariliy excluding the aspect of 
operation in the project delivery approach [29,30]. 
The above categorization provides an insight into which of the 
VfM objectives matches with the appropriate PPP option in 
the adoption of the PPP collaborative approach in the delivery 
of infrastructure facilities and services aiming towards the 
effective delivery of such infrastructure projects and services. 
  
    CONCLUSIONS 
Achieving VfM is a pivotal requirement towards ensuring the 
effective delivery of PPP infrastructure projects which are 
aimed towards achieving the set objectives of the PPP project 
stakeholders in terms of the private sector parties in the form 
of the SPV, end-users and regulators.  
Based on an extensive literature review, this study formalizes 
a mapping of the VfM objectives for PPP projects with the 
various PPP options towards enabling the delivery of PPP 
projects that are tailored at delivering the VfM objective 
specific PPP projects. This simple ‘rational choice’ tool can be 
an enabler for aligning project specific VfM objectives with 
the most appropriate choice of PPP option. 
With the information from this research, it is expected to 
enable PPP stakeholders towards selecting the most 
appropriate PPP option that will serve to address a 
fundamental need of VfM alignment with PPP option choice 
to start with in the effort of ensuring the structure of an SPV 
capable of delivering PPP projects effectively. Furthermore, 
this study could provide valuable guideline, especially to the 
procuring parties as to which of the PPP options is most suited 
to deliver their VfM requirements and ultimately their 
expectations and needs with respect to achieving their 
infrastructure project needs.   
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